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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Pl attsburgh Air Force Base (AFB)
Former Landfill LF-021
Pl att sbur gh, New York

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents a selected renedial action for soil and groundwater at site LF-021 on
Pl attsburgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New York. It has been devel oped in accordance with the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund
Amendnent s and Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National G| and

Hazar dous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record
for this site, a copy of which is located at the Infornmation Repository at the Feinburg Library on the canpus
of the State Uaiversity of New York at Pl attsburgh

The remedy has been selected by the US Air Force (USAF) in conjunction with the US Environnental Protection
Agency (USEPA) and with the concurrence of the New York State Departnent of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) pursuant to the Federal Facilities Agreement anong the parties under Section 117(a) of CERCLA,
dated July 10, 1991.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Hazar dous substances present in fill and soil at LF-021, and contamination of the underlying groundwater, if
not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present a potential endangernent
to human health

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This action addresses the principal threat posed by LF-021 by preventing endangernent to human health and the

envi ronnent through containnent of the landfill to mnimze exposure to contaninants in the soil and waste.
The proposed source control renedy includes a re-establishnment and upgrade of the native soil cap over the
landfill; institutional controls to restrict site devel opment, nmintenance to protect the integrity of the

cap, restrictions preventing the use of groundwater as a potable supply source on, and i medi ately
downgr adi ent of the site; periodic groundwater nmonitoring for 30 years; site reviews to be conducted every
five years; and devel opnent of a post-closure plan specifying inspection, maintenance, and nonitoring
prograns to be conducted over 30 years

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with federal and state
Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents to the source control renedial action, and is
cost-effecfive. The renmedy is based on the presunptive remedy approach devel oped by the USEPA for nilitary
landfill sites. Using the presunptive remedy for this site, treatment of wastes and contamination is

consi dered inpracticable and consequently, the remedy does not satisfy statutory preference for treatnent as
a principal elenent of renediation.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning on site, the USAF, USEPA, and NYSDEC will
conduct site reviews every five years to ensure that the source control renedy continues to provi de adequate
protection of human health and the environnent.

<I M5 SRC 97010A>

1.0 SITE NAMVE, LOCATIQN, AND DESCRI PTI ON



Pl attsburgh AFB, located in dinton County in northeastern New York State, is bordered on the north by the
Cty of Plattsburgh, the south by the Salmon River, to the west by Interstate 87, and on the east by Lake
Chanmpl ain. The Saranac River lies adjacent to the northern base boundary for short stretches near LF-021 and
near the dd Base. The base is approximately 26 mles south of the Canadi an border and 167 niles north of

Al bany (Figure 1).
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Pl att sburgh AFB was cl osed on Septenber 30, 1995 and its reuse is being adm nistered by the Air Force Base
Conversion Agency in conjunction with the Plattsburgh Airbase Redevel opnent Corporation (PARC). According to
the land use plan presented in the Final Environnmental |npact Staterment (FEIS), dated Novenber 1995, for the
di sposal and reuse of the base, the likely reuse of LF-021 and its surrounding area will be public
recreational. As currently envisioned, the area will be available for day hiking use. As part of the USAF s
Install ation Restoration Program (I RP), Plattsburgh AFB initiated activities to identify, evaluate, and
restore identified hazardous waste sites. The IRP at Plattsburgh AFB is being inplemented according to
Federal Facilities Agreement (Docket No.: |I-CERCLA-FFA-10201) signed between the USAF, USEPA, and NYSDEC on
July 10, 1991. Pl attsburgh AFB was placed on the National Priorities List on July 10, 1989.

Landfill LF-021 is located outside the formerly secured area of the base, just inside the northwest base
boundary (Figure 2). The landfill is situated approximately 500 feet south of the Saranac River, and north
of the Del aware & Hudson rail line and NY Route 22 (Figure 3). Paved and uni nproved pat hways are found
around the landfill's perineter

<I M5 SRC 97010C

Currently, the landfill is covered by a soil layer and vegetated with young hardwood trees and brush. The
area is unsecured and, as evidenced by relatively fresh debris strewn along the landfill's perineter, has
been used as an unauthorized dunping site by the public. Tires and other debris occasionally may be seen
protruding fromthe landfill's surface (Photos 1 and 2).

The geology in the vicinity of LF-021 consists of a mantle of heterogeneous unconsolidated gl acio-fluvial
deposits overlying carbonate bedrock. The unconsolidated overburden deposits consist of two generalized
geologic units: (1) brown silty sand, and (2) gray sity sand with sone clay, gravel, and cobbles. The

landfill material appears to have been placed on top of the unconsolidated deposits. Based upon site
reconnai ssance conducted fromJuly 1993 through January 1994, it appears that all precipitation either
eventually infiltrates into the landfill due to the perneable nature of the fill, or evapotranspirates

<I M5 SRC 97010D>
2.0 LAND USE AND RESPONSE H STCORY

From August 1956 to June 1959, LF-021 reportedly was used for the disposal of donestic wastes and sl udge from
Pl attsburgh AFB' s industrial wastewater treatnment plant. This plant treated wastewater which included
aircraft washrack resi dues, separating oil, grease, fuel residues, and cl eani ng conpounds. Floc and ski mred
residues reportedly, were burned in trenches on the landfill before being di sposed of and covered with sod.

Several investigations were conducted at LF-021 as part of the IRP. |In 1985, a Phase | records search, or
prelimnary assessment, for Plattsburgh AFB determ ned that the site was not considered to be contam nated
because the donestic waste did not appear to pose a significant threat. In addition, no evidence was found
to substantiate the dunping of waste oils, solvents, or fuels. 1In 1987, site investigations (Sis) were
conducted at 19 sites identified during the records search. Al though the records search provided no basis
for suspicion of con tarnination at LF-021, it was included anong the Sl sites because it was reported to
have received sludge material considered to be potentially hazardous. The SI at LF-021 included a

magnet onet er excavation and sanpling of test pits, as well as the installation and sanpling of three
groundwat er nmonitoring wells. The study confirmed the presence of contaminants in the soil and groundwater
(E.C. Jordan Co. 1989). Based upon the results of the SI, Plattsburgh AFB initiated a renedial investigation
(RI) to further define the nature and distribution of the contaninants. The R was conducted during the



summer of 1993 and wi nter of 1994 (URS Consultants, Inc. 1994) and its specific objectives were to:
determi ne the nature and extent of waste materials deposited on the site; determ ne the nature and extent of
chem cal contanination of soil and groundwater attributable to the landfill; identify and describe the

m gration pathways of contaminants to potential receptors; and evaluate the risks posed by site contami nants
to human health and the environnent.

<I M5 SRC 97010E>

Addi ti onal chem cal and hydrogeol ogi ¢ data were obtained during the RI. Field activities included a terrain
conductivity geophysical survey and excavation along ten test trench lines to determne the areal and

vertical extent of fill. In addition, field work included the collection and chenical analysis of 14
subsurface soil sanples, 6 waste sanples, and 18 surface soil sanples. G oundwater was sanpl ed and anal yzed
fromeach of five newnonitoring wells and fromthree nonitoring wells installed as part of the SI. Sanpling

| ocations are depicted on Figure 4.
3.0 COVWUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Pl att sburgh AFB has kept the community and other interested parties informed of the activities at LF-021

t hrough infornmational and public neetings, holding a 30-day public coment period from Decenber 16, 1996 to
January 16, 1997 to solicit public input. During this period, the public was invited to review the LF-021
Remedi al Investigation and the Proposed Plan, and to conment on the renedial alternative being considered
These docurents, which conprise the Administrative Record for the LF-021 site, were available for public
review at the Informati on Repository |ocated at the Feinberg Library on the canpus of the State University of
New York at Pl attsburgh

Pl attsburgh AFB al so hosted a public neeting on January 16, 1997 at the A d Court House, Second Floor Meeting
Room 133 Margaret Street to discuss the data gathered at the site, the preferred alternative, and the

deci si on-maki ng process. |Inmmediately after an infornmational presentation, Plattsburgh AFB held a fornal
public hearing to accept coments about the remedial altenative being considered for the LF-021 site. Public
comrents were recorded and transcribed, and a copy of the transcript was added to the Administrative Record
and I nformati on Repository and are a part of this Record of Decision (Appendix C). A response to the
comrents, included in the Responsiveness Sunmary, is part of this Record of Decision (Appendix D)

<I M5 SRC 97010F>

The Proposed Plan for LF-021 identified inplenentation of a native soil cap and institutional controls as the
preferred alternative. The USEPA reviewed all witten and verbal comrents submitted during the public
comrent period. Upon review of these comrents, it was determ ned that no significant changes to the renedy,
as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.

4.0 SCOPE AND RCOLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This ROD addresses all of the principal threats posed by LF-021 to hunman health and the environnment. The
primary threat is risk associated with potential human and environnental contact with contam nated soil and
fill. Lowlevel contam nation also occurs in groundwater at the site, but it does not pose a significant
risk to human health. No inpact to surface water or air quality is associated with the landfill.

The USAF has utilized USEPA s Contai nment Presunptive Renmedy for Mlitary Landfills to help determi ne an
appropriate renedy for LF-021. Because of the | arge anount and heterogenous nature of the material within
the landfill, treatment of the fill is not considered practical. Containnment, therefore, is considered the
appropriate response action, or presunptive remedy, for LF-021. The renedy recomended in this ROD addresses
the principal threats by capping (containment), nonitoring of groundwater, and institutional controls to
protect the integrity of the cap and prohibit the use of groundwater as a potable supply source on and

i mredi atel y downgradi ent fromthe site

5.0 SUWARY COF SI TE CONTAM NATI ON



5.1 Contam nant Pat hways

Potenti al pat hways by which contam nants mght |eave LF-021 were evaluated during the RI. A r pathways
appear to be insignificant because fugitive dust generation is limted by the landfill's vegetation, and few
vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) are present in the soil or waste. VOCs that are present were detected at
relatively | ow concentrations. Wter bal ance cal cul ations determ ned that surface runoff traveling fromthe

landfill is negligible. Mreover, no | eachate seeps were observed during the period of study anywhere near
the landfill. The only potentially significant contam nant migration pathway is vertical |eaching of

contami nants by percolating precipitation with eventual transport through groundwater. The site conceptua
nodel is shown in Figure 5. Soil, waste, and groundwater sanples generally were anal yzed for target conpound

list (TCL) VOCs, TCL senivolatile organic conpounds (SVOCs), TCL pestici des/pol ychlorinated bi phenyls (PCBs),
and 8 RCRA netals. Sel ected groundwat er sanples al so were anal yzed for Part 360 parameters. Chemcals
detected in the various environmental media at LF-021 are listed and mapped in Appendi x A

<I M5 SRC 97010&

5.2 Character of the Fill and Soi

The fill layer is characterized as a heterogeneous m xture of construction and demolition (C&) debris,
netallic objects, and mnunicipal refuse. No intact druns were uncovered in the trenching prograns conducted
as part of the Rl or SI. 1In general, the waste material appeared to have been burned at the time of filling.
No physical evidence of landfill gas generati on was observed during the investigation and no gasses were

detected with real tinme nonitoring equi prent.

In soil sanpled at the surface of the landfill (Table A-2), 12 polycyclic aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs), 1
pesticide (aldrin: 0.36 ppn), 1 PCB (Aroclor-1260: 18 ppn), and 3 netals (barium 1,030 ppm chrom um
56.4 ppm and nercury: up to 0.82 ppn) were detected at concentrati ons above NYSDEC soil guidelines.

I ndi vi dual PAH concentrations ranged to 970 ppm at one |ocation (SS-021-12).

Four VOCs (et hyl ene chloride, acetone, toluene, and xylene) were detected within the landfill waste (Tables
A-6 and A-7), all infrequently and at relatively | ow concentrations (less than 0.013 ppn). |If VOCs were
present in the waste at the tinme of filling, then the bul k of these conpounds have apparently either
volatilized or leached fromthe landfill materials since landfilling ceased.

In contrast, the less nobile chenicals are nore widespread within the landfill waste. Pesticides, likely
present as a result of insect control during landfilling operations, were detected at total concentrations of

up to 38.7 ppm but were nore typically detected in the |ow ppb range. Primary pesticides detected were
4,4'- DDT and its netabolites (4,4'-DDE and 4,4'-DDD). PCBs were detected at three |ocations at
concentrations of up to 18 ppm Metals detected at concentrati ons above background included arsenic, barium
cadm um chromum |ead, nercury, selenium and silver

Chemicals in soil sanpled at the base of fill (Table A-8) were considerably | ess concentrated than the
overlying fill materials. This soil generally contained chemcals at concentrati ons near or bel ow NYSDEC
soil guidelines. nly benzo(a)pyrene (0.067 ppm, benzo(g, h,i)perylene (0.052 ppn), 4,4 -DDT (3 ppn), and
nmercury (0.00025 ppn) were detected at above the guidelines.

Simlarly, surface soil sanples (Table A-3) taken in low lying areas and in wetland areas between the

landfill and the Saranac River, and subsurface soil sanples taken outside the landfill's perimeter (Table
A-5) did not contain appreciable contami nation. This observation is consistent with physical observations
that indicate no existing overland pathway (runoff) fromthe landfill to the river. Four netals were found

at concentrati ons above NYSDEC soil guidelines including cadm um (12.2 ppnm), chromum (56.3 ppn), |ead (545
ppm, and nercury (4.5 ppn). Al of these exceedances occurred in a sanple |located adjacent to the field
access road at the landfill's perineter (SS-021-18). No chem cals were detected above state guidelines in
subsurface soil sanples clownslope fromthe landfill.

5.3 G oundwat er Contam nation



Chem cal s detected in groundwater sanples fromLF-021 are listed in Table A-9 of Appendix A. Oganic
contam nants detected in groundwater included acetone, carbon disulfide, chloroform 1, 2-dichlorethane
benzo(a) ant hracene, chrysene, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and 4,4'-DDT. O these, only 4,4'- DDT (0.16 ppb)
was detected at a concentration in contravention of groundwater ARARs (chem cal -specific regul atory
standards). The NYSDEC G oundwater Quality Standards (6 NYCRR Pan 703.5 and 703.6) for 4,4 -DDT is
non-detection. 4,4 -DDT al so was detected at the background nonitoring well |ocation. USEPA s maximum
contaminant |evels (MCLs) for groundwater were not exceeded. Based upon groundwater transport cal cul ations
perforned during the R, the detected conpounds will have a negligible inpact upon the nearby (downgradient)
Sar anac River.

6.0 SUWARY COF SITE R SKS

During the R, a baseline risk assessnent was conducted to estimate the current and future risks at the site
if no remedial action was taken. Possible human health and ecol ogi cal risks were evaluated. Chemcals
selected for use in evaluation of risks are indicated on Table 1. Conpounds were chosen based on frequency
of detection, chemcal-specific toxicity informati on, and exceedance of background | evels (for inorganics

only).

6.1 Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

Five steps are followed in assessing site-related human health risks: Hazard ldentification - determ nes
the contam nants of concern at the site based on toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration
Exposure Assessment - estinmates the nagnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and
duration of these exposures, and the pathways (e.g., dermal contact with soil) by which humans potentially
are exposed. Toxicity Assessnment - determ nes adverse health effects associated with chem cal exposures, and
the rel ati onshi p between magni tude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Risk
Characterization - summari zes and conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
quantitative assessment of site-related risks. Uncertainty Analysis - qualifies the quantitative results of
the risk assessnent based upon the uncertainty associated with the assunptions nade in the anal ysis.

General ly, assunptions nmade in the assessment process are conservative and yield a reasonabl e overestination
rather than an underestinmation of risk

Two human exposure scenarios were eval uated as part of the risk assessnent at LF-021

1) Current Scenario - Uility naintenance workers and trespassers may come into contact with contam nated
soil. Potential routes of exposure include incidental ingestion of and dernmal contact with surface soil

2) Future Scenario - This scenario assunmes that the site would be devel oped as a canpground with avail abl e
drinking water and shower facilities. This assunption is conservative given that, although the area nay be
used for day hiking, drinking water and shower facilities would not be provided. Routes of exposure for this
scenari o include contact with surface soil, inhalation of fugitive dust particles, ingestion of potable
groundwat er, and inhal ation of vapors from groundwater during showering



TABLE 1
FORMVER LANDFI LL (LF-021) -

CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN

SUMVARY TABLE
CHEM CAL

Met hyl ene Chl ori de
Acet one

Carbon Di sul fide

Chl orof orm

1, 2- D chl or oet hane
Xyl ene (total)
Acenapht hyl ene
Acenapt hene

Di benzof uran

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n- butyl pht hal at e
Fl uor ant hene

Pyrene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
D - n-octyl pht hal ate
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Aldrin

Dieldrin

4-4' - DDE

4-4' - DDD

4-4' - DDT

Met hoxychl or

Endrin Ketone

al pha- Chl or dane
gamma- Chl or dane

Arocl or-1260

Arsenic

Bari um

Cadm um

Chr omi um

Lead

Mer cury

Sel eni um

Silver

Not es:

X - Indicates chem cal of potential
C - Chemical is classified as a carci nogen

TOXI A TY

C

O0000 O0O000 OO0

OO0

OO0

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

GROUNDWATER

X X X X

concern

SURFACE SO L

X

XX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX



The results of the human health risk assessnent, as summarized in Table 2, indicate that LF-021 poses no
unacceptabl e risk to human health given current conditions, but poses a potential risk given assuned future
conditions. Federal guidelines for exposures to potentially hazardous chenicals are expressed as

carci nogeni ¢ ri sk and noncarci nogeni ¢ hazard indices. These guidelines consider carcinogenic risk to be
acceptable if it is calculated to be in the range of 10 -4 to 10 -6 or |ess, and specify a maxi mum health
hazard i ndex (which reflects noncarcinogenic effects for a human receptor) less than or equal to 1.0. A
hazard index greater than 1.0 indicates a potential of noncarcinogenic health effects

For current |and use, the total cancer risk for utility workers and teenage trespassers are both 1 x 10 -4.
These risks are the upper end of the acceptable risk range of 1 x 10 -4 to 1 x 10 -6 established by current
federal guidelines. For hypothetical future |and use, the total cancer risk for an adult canper is 3 X 10 -4
and the total cancer risk for a child canper is 5 x 10 -4. Both cancer risks can be considered to fal
within the acceptabl e range.

For current |and use, the total chronic (noncarcinogenic) hazard indices for utility workers and teenage
trespassers are 0.01 and 0.04, respectively. For hypothetical future |and use, the hazard index is 0.1 for
an adult and 0.5 for a child receptor. These hazard indices are less than 1 and, therefore, are acceptable
under federal guidelines.

6.2 Ecol ogical R sk Assessment

A four step process is utilized for assessing site-related ecol ogical risks for a reasonabl e maxi num exposure
scenario: ProblemFornulation - a qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, mgration, and fate
identification of contam nants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecol ogi cal effects of the
contami nants; and sel ection of endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessnment - a quantitative eval uation
of contam nant release, nmigration, and fate; characterizati on of exposure pathways and receptors; and
neasurenent or estination of exposure point concentrations. Ecological Effects Assessnent - literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests |inking contam nant concentrations to effects on ecol ogi ca
receptors. R sk Characterization - nmeasurenent or estimation of current adverse effects.



TABLE 2

FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CANCER RI SKS AND HAZARD | NDI CES FOR MULTI PLE HUVAN AND ECOLOQ CAL PATHWAYS

HUMAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT

CURRENT USE FUTURE USE
CANCER RI SK HAZARD | NDEX CANCER RI SK HAZARD | NDEX
CHRONI C SUBCHRONI C CHRONIC SUBCHRONI C
EXPCSURE PATHWAY UTI LI TY TEENACGE UTI LI TY TEENAGE CAMPER CAVPER
WORKER TRESPASSER WORKER TRESPASSER ADULT CH LD ADULT CH LD
Dermal Contact with Surface Soil 4E- 07 6E- 07 0. 004 0. 02 1E- 06 6E- 07 0.01 0.02
I ngestion of Surface Soil 1E-04 9E- 05 0. 006 0.02 3E-04 5E- 04 0.01 0.09
I nhal ati on of Fugitive Dust - - - - 5E-08 5E- 08 0. 0004 0. 002
I ngestion of G oundwater - - - - 2E- 06 9E- 07 0.04 0.1
I nhal ati on of Chenicals in Vapors Wil e Showering - - - - 5E- 06 5E- 06 0. 07 0.3
TOTAL EXPOSURE CANCER RI SK 1E-04 9E- 05 - - 3E-04 6E- 04 - -
TOTAL EXPCSURE HAZARD | NDEX - - 0.01 0.04 - - 0.1 0.5

- - Pathway not evaluated in the HRA

ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT

ESPCSURE PATHWAY I NGESTI ON OF SURFACE SO L AND PREY (FOCD CHAI N)
RECEPTCOR MEADOW JUMPI NG MOUSE RACCOON MUSKRAT COVMON CROW

CHRONI C SUMVARY HAZARD | NDEX 12.0 0. 029 0.22 0.81



A screening | evel ecological risk assessnent was performed to assess the potential inpact on terrestria
organi sns from exposure to contam nated surface soil. Risk posed to four representative species (nmeadow
junmpi ng nouse, raccoon, nuskrat, and conmon crow) was exam ned. The results of the assessnent are expressed
as hazard indices. A hazard index of 1 or greater indicates possible health effects. A summary of hazard
indices for chronic ecol ogical effects is given on Table 2.

Cal cul ated hazard indices revealed: no chronic effects (fromexposure to surface soil) on species
represented by the raccoon, muskrat, and common crow, but, possible chronic effects (from exposure to surface
soil) on species represented by the neadow junpi ng nouse. Because of the limted area of contam nated
surface soil (approxinately 6 acres), effects on popul ations of snmall nammals, as represented by the nouse,
are expected be mininmal and likely to inpact only aninals with a home range confined to the fill limts.

Popul ation | evel effects to such manmals, therefore, are expected to be negligible.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
7.1 Approach

Based on information acquired as a result of past experience with the Superfund program the USEPA has
devel oped the presunptive remedy approach to accelerate the renediati on process. Presunptive renedies are

preferred technol ogi es for common categories of sites (e.g., landfills) that are based on historical patterns
of renedy sel ection, and on scientific and engi neering eval uati ons of technol ogy performmce. The presunptive
remedy approach is a tool for acceleration of the remedial process. |In keeping with this approach, a focused

feasibility study was perforned and its results are contained within the Renedial |nvestigation Report for
LF-021 (URS Consultants, Inc. 1994).

7.2 Presunptive Renedy

Because treatnment is often inpractical, containment is generally considered the appropriate response action

or presunptive renedy, for landfill sites. According to USEPA guidance, potential conponents of a
presunptive renedy for landfill sites include landfill capping, source area controls to contain contaninated
groundwat er, | eachate collection and treatment, landfill gas collection and treatment, and institutiona

controls to suppl ement engineering controls. Response actions selected for individual sites are required to
include only those conponents that are necessary, based upon site-specific conditions

For LF-021, a landfill cap is a necessary conponent of the renedial action to address potential human and
environnental risks associated with exposure to surface soil/fill. A soil |ayer had been established over
the surface of LF-021 at the cease of operations; however, it has since deteriorated through |ocalized
erosion. Goundwater control and | eachate collection are unnecessary conponents because there appears to
have been little, if any, |eachate generation and groundwater contami nation due to the landfill is m ninal
Contaminants in groundwater at the site were detected infrequently, were detected at relatively |ow
concentrations, are relatively imobile in groundwater, and do not pose a significant threat to human health
or the environnent. |In addition, analytical nodeling has denonstrated that transport of chemicals resulting
from | eachate generation would have an insignificant inpact on the nearby Saranac R ver. Landfill gas
collection/treatnent is not a necessary conponent since air nmonitoring results indicated that there are no
appreciable landfill gas em ssions. Institutional controls are a necessary conponent for renediation at
LF-021 to protect and maintain the landfill cap and prevent public exposure to | ow | evel groundwater
contamination. Long-termnonitoring of groundwater is a necessary conponent to ensure that the landfill's
inmpact to groundwater renmins at or belowits current level and that the Saranac River will not be inpacted
by groundwater contam nation fromthe landfill. |In addition, periodic inspections and five-year regulatory
site reviews are necessary to nonitor the adequacy of renedial measures.

In sumrary, appropriate conponents of the presunptive renedy for LF-021 include a landfill cap, institutiona
controls, long-termnonitoring of groundwater, five-year site reviews, and devel opnent of a post-closure plan
speci fying i nspection, and mai ntenance and nonitoring prograns to be conducted over 30 years.

7.3 Devel oprent of a Renedial Aternative



Use of a presunptive renedy elimnates the need for the initial identification and screening of alternatives
during the feasibility study (FS); however, potential alternatives for each conponent or conbinations of
conponents nust be eval uated (USEPA 1993). Potential options for the renedial conmponents considered
appropriate for LF-021 are di scussed bel ow.

Landfill Cap

Three potential options for the landfill cap include: 1) a double barrier (RCRA-based) cap; 2) a single
barri er (NYSDEC Pan 360-based) cap; and 3) a native soil cap. These three options were evaluated with
respect to effectiveness, (i.e., the ability to neet renedi al objectives and protect human health and the
environnent), inplementability (both adninistrative and technical), and cost. Al three landfill caps are
expected to be effective

Any of these caps, if properly designed and nai ntai ned, would prevent direct contact by either humans or
ecol ogi cal receptors with onsite soil/fill, and reduce risks to acceptable | evels for both these receptors.
The technical inplenmentability (i.e., constructability) of the three caps is related to the cap conponents
whi ch are summari zed bel ow.

Doubl e barrier cap includes a gas collection |ayer, clay layer, flexible nenbrane |iner, sand
drai nage layer, filter fabric, soil layer for frost protection, topsoil, and vegetative cover

Single barrier cap includes a gas collection layer, a low perneability |ayer (or flexible
menbrane liner), a soil layer for frost protection, topsoil, and vegetative cover.

Native soil cap includes a soil layer, topsoil, and vegetative cover

Based on the conmponents required, the double barrier cap and single barrier cap would be nore difficult to
construct, whereas the native soil cap would be conparatively easier to construct. Either of the barrier
caps would be particularly difficult to construct on LF-021 because a |arge portion of the surface is heavily
forested. Conplete clearing and grubbing of the site prior to cap construction is undesirable since the
significant vegetation on the surface protects the surface against erosion. Construction of either clay or
flexi bl e nenbrane barrier layers around the trees would be extrenely difficult, and it is likely that the
barrier layers would "leak." Such |eakage would largely elimnate the advantage of the barrier cap over the
native soil cover, and also would likely lead to cap deterioration fromlocalized erosion

Cap costs depend largely on the nunber of conponents and total cap thickness. A native soil cap is the |east
costly landfill cap. An estimate for the construction of a 12-inch native soil cap is approximtely $70, 000
per acre or $450,000 for the site. The construction cost for a single barrier cap is estinmated to be

$1, 500, 000 and the construction cost of the double barrier cap is estimated to be $2,500,000. Operations and
mai nt enance (O&\V) costs for the double barrier cap are expected to be the highest. O8&Mcosts for a single
barrier cap are expected to be |l ower than the double barrier, but significantly higher than for a native soi
cap.

Institutional Controls
Institutional controls for LF-021 nmust be coordinated with the | and use plan for Base cl osure which was

devel oped and will be inplenmented by the Pl attsburgh Airbase Redevel opment Corporation (PARC 1995). The
proposed institutional controls are consistent with the use (public/recreational) currently identified in the

Reuse Plan. Institutional controls for LF-021 include restrictions on site devel opnment that protect the
Integrity of the cap and prevent human contact with contaminated soil. Currently, PARC has no plans for the
devel opnent of the site. Institutional controls also include deed and | ease restrictions on the use of water

that woul d prohibit the use of groundwater as a potable supply source on, and i medi ately downgradi ent of the
site.

Summary

The appropriate response action for LF-021 includes a re-establishment and upgrade of the existing native



soil cap and institutional controls to restrict devel opnent of the site and use of groundwater as a potable
supply source. Inplenentation of these renedial nmeasures al so woul d i nclude continued groundwater nonitoring
and five-year site reviews to evaluate the effectiveness of renmedial neasures. |In addition, a post-closure
plan will be devel oped to specify inspection, and mai ntenance and nonitoring prograns for LF-021 for a period
of 30 years. These renedial nmeasures and the rationale for their selection are supported by USEPA gui dance.
The decision framework for evaluating the applicability of the presunptive renedy is provided in Figure 6.

8.0 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATI VES

Nine criteria are utilized for the evaluation of an alternative as specified in the NCP and di scussed in
detail in the RI/FS guidance (USEPA 1990a). These nine criteria are |listed and described in Table 3. The
eval uation of the reconmended renedial alternative at LF-021 with respect to these nine criteria is presented
bel ow.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent - The alternative woul d reduce human and envi ronment a
risk to acceptable levels by preventing direct contact with contam nated soil/fill by human or ecol ogi ca
receptors. Proper inspection and repair of the landfill cap, inplenentation of deed and | ease restrictions,
and five-year site reviews woul d ensure continued protection fromsoil and groundwater contam nation

Conpl i ance with ARARS - NYSDEC soil TBCs will not be nmet since treatnent is not included in the alternative;
however, these TBCs are a gui dance rather than promul gated standards and the NYSDEC concurred with the
recommended al ternative because it adequately protects human health and the environnment. |In general
exceedances of groundwater ARARs at LF-021 are minimal. It is expected that over tinme, groundwater ARARS
will be net through the natural attenuation of contami nants and the continued presence of a properly

mai ntai ned cap. Hunman health will be adequately protected by preventi ng use of groundwater on and

i mredi atel y downgradi ent of the site. Results of an analysis of surface soil sanples collected between the
landfill and the Saranac River indicated that contam nants are not migrating via overland flow toward the
Saranac River and, therefore, will not negatively inmpact surface water or sedinment quality. Construction of
the cap with proper drainage control and continued nonitoring will protect surface water and sedi nment
quality. The recomrended remedial alternative will conply with all action- and | ocation-specific ARARs.

<I M5 SRC 97010H>



TABLE 3

EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A

Citeria
No

control s

4

Description

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnment - Protectiveness is the prinary

requi renent of renedial action at hazardous waste sites. Evaluation of this criterion involves
an assessnment of how an alternative achi eves protection over tinme and how site risks are
reduced.

Conpl i ance with ARARs - Conpliance with ARARs includes conpliance with chem cal -
specific, action-specific, and | ocation-specific requirements

Long-term Effecti veness and Permanence - This criterion requires an assessnent of: (a) the

magni tude of residual risk after renediation; (b) the adequacy of controls to neet required
per formance specifications, both initially and into the future; and (c) the reliability of

froman operational standpoint.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume (TMY) - This criterion addresses the statutory
preference, expressed in the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA), for

remedi es that enploy treatnent as a principal element. It includes an assessment of the

magni tude, significance, and irreversibility of treatnent, as well as an eval uation of the type
and quantity of residuals renmining after treatnent.

Short-term Effectiveness - This criterion includes the short-terminpacts of an alternative
(i.e., during inplenmentation) upon the surrounding community, onsite workers, and the
environment. It also addresses the time required for the alternative to satisfy renedial action
obj ecti ves.

Inpl ementability - Inplenmentability includes many of the practical aspects associated with

inpl enentation of the renedial alternative, such as the ability to construct and operate
renmedi al technologies, the reliability of the technol ogies, ease of undertaking additiona
remedi al actions if necessary, ability to nmonitor the alternative's effectiveness, availability

of required materials and services, permt requirenents, and need to coordinate with other

agenci es.

Cost - This quantitative evaluation criterion includes the capital and operation/naintenance
costs associated with each alternative, as well as its total present worth.

State Acceptance - This criterion evaluates the technical and adm nistrative issues and
concerns the State nay have regarding an alternative

Community Acceptance - This criterion evaluates the issues and concerns the public may
have-regardi ng an alternative



Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence - Risks associated with direct exposure to surface soil/fill will be
elimnated by the alternative. The renaining | owlevel risk fromgroundwater will be elimnated by

inpl enentation of use restrictions and ultinately by the natural attenuation of the groundwater contaninants.
The nonitoring programand five-year site reviews will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of renedial
nmeasures and, consequently, to protect human health and the environnent. In addition, the post-closure plan
will establish the ongoing requirenments for continued integrity of the cover including requirenents for

peri odi ¢ mai nt enance, inspection, and nonitoring.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Volume (TWMV) - A treatnent technology is not included in the
alternative. There is no reduction of TMW.

Short-Term Ef f ecti veness - Construction of the alternative will require some earthwork for site grading.
During the construction period, short-terminpacts to workers and the environnent are possible via direct
contact with soil or the inhalation of fugitive dust. However, these inpacts can be mtigated easily by

instituting conventional health and safety neasures. It is estimated that construction/inplenentati on of
remedi al measures will require less than one year. The renedial action objective which is to prevent direct
contact with onsite soil/fill by human or ecol ogical receptors, will be net upon conpletion of construction.

Inpl enentability - The technol ogi es proposed for the alternative are conventional technol ogies that are
expected to be inplenmented with little, if any, difficulty. Cap construction and grading in heavily-wooded
areas is expected to present the greatest difficulty. Materials required for construction (i.e., topsoil and
common borrow) are anticipated to be avail abl e.

Regul ar inspection of the cap will ensure that the cap remains effective in neeting the renedial objective.
The nonitoring programwill help to evaluate the adequacy of controls and to protect downgradi ent
environnental receptors and any future human receptors.

Cost - The capital cost includes the cost of cap construction and inplenmentation of deed and | ease
restrictions. The capital cost estimate for this alternative is $452,000, or approxi nately $79,000 per acre.
Bi ds have been received for the capital construction costs and range from approxi mately $75,000 to $113, 000
per acre. (Qperation and nai ntenance (O&\ costs include quarterly monitoring, and cap inspection and repair.
The estinated annual O%M cost is $62,000 for the first five years (during quarterly nonitoring) and $30, 000
for the next twenty-five years. The present worth cost of the annual O8M cost, based on a 30-year period at
an interest rate of 6 percent, is $543, 000.

State Acceptance - The NYSDEC has provided input during the preparation of the Rl and concurred with the
remedi al alternative.

Community Acceptance - Community acceptance of the reconmended alternative was evaluated after the public
comrent period and is docunented in this ROD.

In accordance with the NCP, the recommended alternative is protective of human health and the environnent,
will conply with ARARs, and is cost effective. The recommended alternative is not a permanent solution since
it does not include treatment. However, it follows the NCP and USEPA gui dance whi ch recomrends the

inpl enentati on of containnent renedies for landfills.

9.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

Pl att sburgh AFB has selected "Native Soil Cap and Institutional Controls" as the selected renmedy for LF-021.
The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environnment and is cost effective. The alternative
includes the follow ng el enents:

Native Soil Cap - A 12-inch native soil cap consisting of a 9-inch soil layer, a 3-inch topsoil layer, and a
vegetative cover will be established at LF-021 as a supplenent to the existing soil cap. Soil for capping
will be chemically analyzed before it is utilized at LF-021. Large trees (i.e., those over 6 inches in
diameter) may be left in place during soil cover establishment. Only trees that will not interfere with the
attai nnent of the renedial goal or trees that will enhance the naintenance of positive surface water runoff



and erosion control will be considered for incorporation into the cap. Soil layers will be conpacted to
reduce perneability and the site cap will be constructed to control surface water runoff and control erosion.
The soil cover will be inspected on an annual basis with repairs/replacenent of the cap as required.

Institutional Control - Restrictions will be inposed to limt devel opment of any structure on the landfill
site which would adversely effect human health and safety. The deed will include appropriate restrictions to
prevent any adverse action leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap to include prohibition from
installing any wells for drinking water or any other purpose which could result in the use of the underlying
groundwat er and the prohibition against any excavation of the landfill cap wi thout prior approval of New York
State Departrment of Environnental Conservation. Area groundwater use will be restricted in the area shown on
Figure 3 and includes the area enconpassing the landfill, northward to the Saranac River.

Monitoring - Goundwater fromfive existing nmonitoring wells (MWM21-002 and MM 21-004 through MM 21-007) and
one new wel |l (located between MW 21-005 and MM 21-008) will be sanpled and anal yzed for TCL VOCs, SVQCs, TCL
pesticides/ PCBs, and target analyte list (TAL) metals. Sanples will be analyzed quarterly the first five
years after the cap is constructed in order to establish baseline conditions, and annually thereafter. After
each sanpling event, the paraneter fist will be examined to determne if the anal ytical program should be
nodi fied. Monitoring results will be reviewed by the USAF, USEPA, and NYSDEC.

Fi ve-Year Site Review - Every five years, data generated by the nmonitoring programw || be reviewed to
eval uate the effectiveness of renedial measures.

Post-C osure Plan - A post-closure plan will be devel oped to establish the on-going requirenments for
continued integrity of the cover. The plan will specify the requirenents for nmintenance, inspection, and
noni toring, for the 30-year post-closure period.

The remedy will elimnate the risks associated with direct exposure to surface soil/fill and groundwater.
Monitoring and five-year site reviews will be used to neasure its long-termeffectiveness in protecting human
health and the environment. However, the remedy will not reduce the toxicity, mobility, and vol ume of
contam nated site media. Construction of the remedy will require some earthwork for site grading. During

t he one-year construction period, short-terminpacts to workers are possible through inhalation of fugitive
dust. However, these inpacts easily can be avoided by inplenmenting conventional safety precautions. The
remedy is expected to be inplenented with little, if any, difficulty. Construction of the cap and grading in
heavi | y-wooded areas will present the greatest difficulty. Materials required for construction (such as
topsoi |l and common borrow) are expected to be available. Regular inspection of the cap will ensure that the
cap renmains effective in meeting the renedial objective. The nonitoring programw ||l help to evaluate the
adequacy of controls and to protect downgradi ent environnmental receptors and any future human receptors. The
cost includes the cap construction, inplementation of deed restriction, and O&M cost (Table 4).

The sel ected remedy conplies with state regul ati ons governing closure and post-closure of solid waste
landfills, and the NYSDEC has had the opportunity to review and comment on all docunents procured for LF-
021. State and public comments received on the LF-021 Renedial Investigation Report and the Proposed Pl an
to date have been incorporated into this ROD.

10.0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenmentation at LF-021 is consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent

practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of hunman health and the environment, attains ARARs,
and is cost effective. The selected renedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable for this site. However, it (as well as
the other alternatives eval uated) does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent which permanently
and significantly reduces the nobility, toxicity, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

10.1 The Selected Remedy is Protective of Hunman Health and the Environment

The remedy at LF-021 will permanently reduce the potential future risk posed to human health and the
envi ronnent through engi neering controls (i.e., construction of a native soil cap), as well as institutional



controls (i.e., restrictions inposed to limt the future devel opnent of the site and prohibit the use of
groundwat er as a potable supply source). The construction of the cap, as well as its inspection every five
years and any required repair, will effectively elimnate the risks posed by direct contact with soil/fill
material by human or ecol ogi cal receptors.

Currently, LF-021 poses no unacceptable risk to human health. Carcinogenic risk Is 1 X 10 -4 and the
noncar ci nogeni ¢ hazard index is less than 1. Though the cal cul ated hazard i ndex for ecol ogical receptors
reveal ed possible chronic effects for one indicator species (i.e., the neadow junping nouse), effects on the
popul ati on of these nammal i an species are expected to be negligible.

The site cap will be constructed so that soil |ayers are conpacted to reduce perneability, and to control
surface water runoff and erosion. These features will reduce offsite mgration of contam nants transported
by precipitation and subsequently groundwater. Moreover, institutional controls will prohibit onsite and
downgr adi ent use of groundwater as a water supply; and cap inspection and repair will ensure the integrity of
the cap is maintained. Finally, inplenmentation of the selected remedy will not pose unacceptable short-term
ri sks that cannot be mtigated easily by instituting conventional health and safety neasures.

10.2 The Sel ected Remedy Attains ARARs
The remedy will conply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate chemcal-, action-, and | ocation
specific requirements (ARARs). The chemical -specific ARARs will be achieved over time through the process

of natural degradation and attenuation. Federal and state ARARs are presented bel ow

Chemi cal -spccific

1 RCRA Hazardous Waste Toxicity Characteristic Limt, 40 CFR 261 - Establishes standards for soil.
1 6 NYCRR 700- 705 Water Quality Regul ations - E stablishes standards for groundwater.
1 USEPA Safe Drinking Water Act, National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Regul ations (40 CFR Parts

141 and 143) - Establishes standards for potable sources.

Overall, contaminant levels in groundwater are considered to be mninal; therefore, hunan health can be
protected by prohibiting its use on site, and i nmedi ately downgradi ent of the site. Only one chemcal, 4,4
DDT, was detected at a concentrati on above NYSDEC water quality standards. Environnental investigations did
not reveal evidence of contami nant nmigration towards the Saranac River, so neither surface water nor sedinent
are expected to be inpacted negatively. Construction of a cap with proper drainage controls and conti nued
monitoring will protect surface water and sedi nent quality.

Action-spgcific

1 NYSDEC Solid Waste Managenent Faciliry Rules 6 NYCRR Part 360 Effective January 14, 1995 - Establishes
criteria for solid waste landfills and specifies closure and post-closure procedures

NYSDEC Di vi sion of Air Resources Regul ation (6NYCRR Parts 200-202, 257) - Establishes regul ations

applicable to particulate matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, and
cover system construction activities.

Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50) - Establishes regulations applicable to particulate matter (e.g.,
fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing, grading, and cover systemconstruction activities.

Qccupational Safety and Health Adnministration Regulations (29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910, and 1916) -
Establ i shes regul ations applicable to all work conducted on site.

Locati on-specific

L Nati onal Environnmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (40 CFR 1501) - The Departnent of the Air Force



revised their protocols to update its process for conpliance with NEPA. The revision provides policy
and gui dance for consideration of environnental matters in the Air Force decision-nmaki ng process.

Section 404 of the Cean Water Act and 40 CFR 230 - Protects waters of the United States, including
aquatic and wetland habitats.

New York State Use and Protection of Waters (6 NYCRR 608) - Protects streans including dass A B, and
C(T) fromdisturbances or adverse inpacts through a permtting process.

New York State Water Quality dassifications (6 NYCRR 701-703) - dassifies and protects groundwater,
streans, and ot her water bodies.

10.3 COher Criteria, Advisories, or Quidance to be Considered for This Renedi al Action

NYSDEC soil TBCs ( TAGM #4046) will not be net since treatnent is not included in the alternative. However,
t he NYSDEC concurred with the recommended alternative since TBCs are gui dance rather than pronul gated
standards and the renedy adequately protects human health and the environment. In addition, groundwater
anal ytical results were conpared with water quality standards and NYSDEC anbi ent water quality gui dance
values (TOGS 1.1.1). Chrysene and benzo(a)ant hracene were detected at concentrations above NYSDEC gui dance
values in the second round groundwater sanpl es.

10.4 Cost-Effective

The selected renmedy is cost-effective in that it provides an effective remedy at a significantly | ower cost

than the other capping alternatives evaluated. |In selecting this remedy, the overall effectiveness of each
capping alternative was eval uated by assessing three relevant criteria: ability to protect human health and
the environnent, inplernentability, and cost. |Including the cap construction and inplenentation of deed

restriction, the capital cost is estinated to be $450,000, or approximately $79,000 per acre. Bids have been
received for the capital construction costs and range from approxi mately $75,000 to $113, 000 per acre. The
esti mated annual Q&M cost, including groundwater nonitoring, and cap inspection and repair, is $62,000 for
the first five years (during quarterly nonitoring), and $30,000 for the next 25 years (during annual
nmonitoring). The present worth cost of the annual O8%M cost, based on a 30-year period at an interest rate of
6 percent, is $543,000 (Table 4).

10.5 Wilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnment Technol ogi es (or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es) to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

The sel ected remedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to the extent practicable
for this site.

10.6 The Sel ected Remedy Does Not Satisfy the Preference for Treatnent Wich Penmanently and Significantly
Reduces the Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune of the Hazardous Substances as a Principal El enent

Because treatnment of the principal threats at the site was found to be inpracticable, this renedy does not
satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal element of the renedy. Treatnent technol ogies
were considered during the identification, devel opnent, and initial screening of alternatives, but were
considered to be infeasible for the LF-021 landfill site. The size of the landfill and the fact that there
are no definable onsite hot spots that represent the major sources of contam nation preclude a renedy in

whi ch contami nants coul d be excavated and treated effectively.



TABLE 4 - COST ESTI MATE SUMVARY FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

UNI'T QUANTI TI'Y UNI T COST TOTAL COST

CAPI TAL COSTS:
1. VEGETATI VE COVER ACRE 5.7 $ 2,300.00 $ 13, 000. 00
2. TOP SO L | NCLUDI NG SPREADI NG ACRE 5.7 18, 000. 00 103, 000. 00
3. SO L BORROW LAYER | NCLUDI NG COVPACTI ON cY 5, 060 21.50 109, 000. 00
4, REGRADI NG COF SO L cY 5, 060 22.50 114, 000. 00
5. MONI TORI NG WELL EA 1 1, 200. 00 1, 200. 00
6. MOBI LI ZATI ON AND DEMOBI LI ZATI ON 5% 17, 000. 00
7. CONSTRUCTI ON, ADM NI STRATI ON, AND 15% 54, 000. 00

DESI GN ENG NEERI NG 41, 000. 00
8. CONTI NGENCY 10% $452, 000. 00
COPERATI ON AND MAI NTENANCE COST:
1. LANDFI LL CAP HR 80 $ 50. 00 $ 4, 000. 00

I NSPECTI ON OF CAP NQ / YR 7 430. 00 3,010. 00

MAI NTENANCE ( CUT GRASS) NO. 2 6, 000. 00 12, 000. 00

REPAI R ( REPLACEMENT OF TOPSO L

AND RESEEDI NG

Total Yearly Cost For Cap I|nspection, Mnitoring And Repair $19, 010. 00

2. GROUNDWATER MONI TORI NG
SAMPLI NG QUARTERLY
6 CROUNDWATER + 4 QA QC SAMPLES HR 96 $ 50.00 $4, 800. 00
2 WORKERS x 1.5 DAYS x 8 HRS/ DAY

ANALYTI CAL TESTI NG OF SAMPLES NO. 40 $ 705.00 $28, 200. 00
10 SAMPLES/ 4 TIMES A YEAR

AUDI TI NG OF SAMPLI NG RESULTS AND HR 120 $ 80.00 $9, 600. 00
PREPARATI ON OF A REPORT- TOTAL OF
30 HRS/ ROUND x 4 EVENTS/ YEAR

Total Cost of G oundwater Monitoring Per Year on a Quarterly Basis for the First 5 years $42, 600. 00
Total Cost of G oundwater Monitoring on an Annual Basis for Year 6 to Year 30 $10, 650. 00
Present worth of groundwater nonitoring for 30 years @6% i nt erest $281, 181. 00
Present worth of cap maintenance for 30 years @6% i nterest $261, 669. 00
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH OF ALTERNATI VE $994, 850. 00

TOTAL COSTS $956, 250. 00



11.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO SI GNI CANT CHANGES

Pl att sburgh AFB presented a Proposed Plan for the preferred alternative for remedi ati on of LF-021 i n Decenber
1996 that included institutional and engineering controls. The preferred altenative includes

Clearing the site

Establ i shing a continuous soil cover

Managi ng surface water runoff to mninmze erosion of the cover and m ni m ze nai nt enance
requi renents

Establ i shing vegetation to minimze erosion of the final cover and enhance evapotranspiration

Placing institution controls in property deed and | ease agreenents to prevent adverse actions
leading to deterioration of the cap and to prohibit |ocal groundwater use

Devel opi ng a post-closure plan devel opment to nonitor, naintain, and inspect the site

Moni t or groundwat er

Conducting five-year reviews
The chosen renedi al action does not differ fromthe preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Pl an.
12.0 STATE ROLE

The NYSDEC, on behal f of the State of New York, has reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated its
support for the selected remedy. It also has reviewed the R and Proposed Plan to deternine if the sel ected
remedy conplies with applicable or rel evant and appropriate New York State environnental |aws and

regul ations. The NYSDEC concurs with the selected renedy for the LF-021. A copy of the declaration of
concurrence is attached as Appendi x B
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GLOSSARY

Adm ni strative Record: A file established and maintained in conpliance with Section 113(K) of CERCLA,

consi sting of information upon which the | ead agency bases its final decisions on the selection of renedial
nmet hod(s) for a Superfund site. The Admnistrative Record is available to the public.

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS): ARARs include any state or federal statute or
regul ation that pertains to protection of public health and the environnental in addressing certain site
conditions or using a particular renedial technology at a Superfund site. A state lawto preserve wetland
areas is an exanple of an ARAR  USEPA nust consider whether a renedial alternative nmeets ARARs as part of
the process for selecting a renedial alternative for a Superfund site.

Aquifer: A water-bearing formation or group of formations.

Carci nogeni c: Exposure to a particular |level of a potential carcinogen nmay produce cancer.

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A federal |aw passed in 1980
and nodified in 1986 by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA). The act requires federal
agencies to investigate and renedi ate abandoned or uncontroll ed hazardous waste sites.

Ecol ogi cal Receptors: Fauna or flora in a given area that could be affected by contam nants in surface
soils, surface water, and/or sedinment.

G oundwater: Water found beneath the earth's surface that fills pores within materials such as sand, soil,
gravel, and cracks in bedrock, and often serves as a source of drinking water.

HDPE: Hi gh Density Pol yethene, plastic material often used to cover mnunicipal and hazardous waste |l andfills.

I norgani ¢ Conpounds: A class of naturally occurring conpounds that includes netals, cyanide, nitrates,
sul fates, chlorides, carbonate, bicarbonate, and other oxi de conpl exes.

Installation Restoration Program (IRP): The U S. Air Force subconponent of the Defense Environnent
Restoration Program (DERP) that specifically deals with investigating and renedi ating sites associated with
suspected rel eases of toxic and hazardous nmaterials from past activities. The DERP was established to clean
up hazardous waste di sposal and spill sites at Departnent of Defense facilities nation-w de.

Landfill Cap: A cover systemfor the landfill.

Leachate: Solution produced by percolating liquid in contact with contam nated matter.

NCP: National Ol and Hazardous Substance Contingency Plan. A federal |aw governing hazardous substances
(40 CFR Part 300, 1990).

National Priorities List: USEPA s |list of the nost serious uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites
identified for possible long-termrenedial action under the Superfund program

Noncar ci nogeni c: Exposure to a particular |level of a potential noncarcinogen may produce adverse health
effects.

O gani ¢ Conpounds: Any chem cal conpounds built on the carbon atom (i.e., nethane, propane, etc.)
PAHs:  Pol ynucl ear Aronatic Hydrocarbons, often associated with conbustion process and distillation tars.
PCBs: Pol ychl orinated Bi phenyls, fornerly used as a |lubricant and transforner cool ant.

ppb: Parts per billion.



ppm Parts per mllion.
RCRA:  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

Record of Decision (ROD): A public document that explains the renedial alternative to be used at a National
Priorities List (NPL) site. The ROD is based on information and technical analysis generated during the
Remedi al I nvestigation, and on consideration of the public coments and community concerns received on the
Proposed Plan. The ROD includes a Responsiveness Sunmary of public coments.

Remedi al Action: A long-termaction that stops or substantially reduces a release or threat of a rel ease of
hazar dous substances that is serious but not an immedi ate threat to human health or the environnent.

Remedi al Alternatives: Options evaluated to address the source and/or mgration of contam nants to meet
heal t h- based or ecol ogy-based renedi ati on goal s.

Renmedi al Investigation (RI): The Renedial Investigation determ nes the nature, extent, and conposition of
contami nation at a hazardous waste site, and directs the types of renedial options that are developed in the
Feasi bility Study.

SACM  Superfund Accel erated C eanup Mdel .

SARA:  The Superfund Arendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986 amended the 1980 CERCLA. The anendnents that
re-aut hori zed the federal Superfund which had expired in 1985 and established the preference for renedies
that pernmanently reduce toxicity, volune, or nmobility of hazardous constituents.

Sedi nents: Soil material found in water.

Sem vol atile Organi c Conpounds: (SVOCs) Organic constituents which are generally insoluble in water and are
not readily transported in groundwater.

Source: Area at a hazardous waste site from which contam nation origi nates.

Superfund: The trust fund, created by CERCLA out of special taxes, used to investigate and clean up
abandoned or uncontrol |l ed hazardous waste sites. Qut of this fund USEPA either: (1) pays for site

remedi ati on when parties responsible for the contam nation cannot be | ocated or are unwilling or unable to
performthe work or (2) takes legal action to force parties responsible for site contamnation to clean up
the site or pay back the federal government for the cost of the renmediation. Federal facilities are not
eligible for Superfund nonies.

TBC. Non-pronul gated standards "To Be Consi dered” for consideration as ARARs.

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds: (VOCs) Organic constituents which tend to volatilize or to change froma liquid
to a gas formwhen exposed to the atnosphere. Many VOC s are readily transported i n groundwater.



APPENDI X A

CHEM CALS DETECTED
I'N ENVI RONVENTAL MEDI A
AT LF-021

CHEM CALS DETECTED
I N ENVI RONMVENTAL MEDI A

AT LF-021

Tabl e/ Fi gure Nunber Title

Table A-1 Chemi cal s Detected in Background Surface Soil Sanples

Table A-2 Chemi cals Detected in Surface Soil Sanples Collected Wthin the Landfilled
Area

Table A-3 Chemicals Detected in Surface Soil Sanples Collected Downsl ope fromthe
Landfi | |

Figure A-1 Chenical s Detected in Surface Soil Sanples

Table A-4 Cheni cal s Detected in Background Subsurface Soil Sanples (Borings)

Table A-5 Chenmicals Detected in Subsurface Soil Sanples (Borings Al ong Downsl ope
Peri nmet er)

Table A-6 Chemical s Detected in Subsurface Soil Sanples (From Boring SB-021-01)

Figure A-2 Chenical s Detected in Subsurface Soil Sanples from Borings

Table A-7 Chemi cal s Detected in Waste Sanpl es Obtai ned During Test Trenching

Figure A-3 Chemi cals Detected in Waste Sanpl es Obtai ned During Test Trenching

Table A-8 Chem cals Detected in Subsurface Soil Sanples Obtained During Test
Trenchi ng

Figure A-4 Chem cal s Detected in Soil Sanples (btained During Test Trenching

Table A-9 Chemi cals Detected i n Goundwater Sanples

Figure A-5 Chem cals Detected i n Groundwater (Round 1)

Figure A-6 Chem cal s Detected in Groundwater (Round 2)



TABLE A-1
FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

CHEM CALS DETECTED | N BACKGROUND SURFACE SO L SAMPLES
(SS-021-01, SS-021-09, SS-021-10)

FREQUENCY OF DETECTED M NIMUM  DETECTED MAXI MUM  AVERAGE CF

ANALYTE *TBC DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ONS
Di et hyl pht hal ate ( 1g/kg) 7100 1/3 710 710 710
Arseni c 7.5 3/3 1.2 2 1.6
Bari um 300 3/3 16. 8 64. 4 36.4
Chr om um 50 3/3 4.8 7 6.1
Lead ** 3/3 13.7 45.5 24.4

Results reported in ppm (ng/kg) unl ess otherw se noted.

*TBC - Criteria that are not legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Adninistrative
Qui dance Menor andum #4046 - "Deternmination of Soil O eanup Cojectives and d eanup Levels," Novenmber 16, 1992.

** - Background levels for lead vary widely. Average background |levels in nmetropolitan or suburban areas
near hi ghways are much hi gher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The USEPA s Interi mlLead Hazard Cui dance
(July 14, 1994) established a residential screening |l evel for 400 ppm



TABLE A-2 - FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED I N SURFACE SO L SAMPLES COLLECTED W TH N THE LANDFI LLED AREA

FREQUENCY FREQUENCY M NI MUM MAXI MUM
ANALYTE *TBC oF OF TBC DETECTED DETECTED

DETECTI ON EXCEEDANCES CONCENTRATI ONS CONCENTRATI ON
Acet one 200 1/ 10 0/ 10 13 13
Di et hyl pht hal ate 7100 2/ 10 0/ 10 28 4500
Phenant hr ene 50000 4/ 10 1/ 10 21 170000
Di - n- butyl pht hal at e 8100 1/ 10 0/ 10 46 46
D - n-octyl pht hal ate 50000 1/ 10 0/ 10 380 380
Fl uor ant hene 50000 5/ 10 1/ 10 42 910000
Pyrene 50000 4/ 10 1/ 10 160 860000
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 224 4/ 10 1/ 10 91 590000
Chrysene 400 4/ 10 1/ 10 99 570000
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 1100 6/ 10 1/ 10 41 970000
Benzo(k) fl uorant hene 1100 3/ 10 1/ 10 54 340000
Benzo( a) pyrene 61 4/ 10 4/ 10 110 680000
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 3200 4/ 10 1/ 10 95 500000
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 14 3/ 10 3/ 10 160 140000
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 50000 4/ 10 1/ 10 93 490000
Acenapht hyl ene 41000 1/ 10 0/ 10 850 850
Acenapht hene 50000 1/ 10 0/ 10 21000 21000
Di benzof uran 6200 1/ 10 0/ 10 5100 5100
Fl uor ene 50000 1/ 10 1/ 10 150000 150000
Ant hr acene 50000 1/ 10 0/ 10 50000 50000
Car bazol e - 1/ 10 - 18000 18000
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 50000 1/ 10 0/ 10 750 750
Aldrin 41 1/ 10 1/ 10 360 360
Deldrin 44 1/ 10 0/ 10 24 24
Endri n Ketone - 1/ 10 - 730 730
al pha- Chl or dane 540 1/ 10 0/ 10 20 20
4-4' - DDE 2100 8/ 10 0/ 10 4.8 450
4-4' - DDD 2900 5/ 10 0/ 10 4.1 220
4, 4" -DDT 2100 7/ 10 0/ 10 3.4 1000
Met hoxychl or 10000 1/ 10 0/ 10 550 550
gamra- Chl or dane 540 2/ 10 0/ 10 34 40
Arocl or-1260 1000 1/ 10 1/ 10 18000 18000
Arsenic (ng/kg) 7.5 9/ 10 0/ 10 0.92 4.5
Bari um (ng/ kg) 300 10/ 10 1/ 10 17.6 1030
Cadm um ( ng/ kg) 10 2/ 10 0/ 10 2.9 6.6
Chr om um (ng/ kg) 50 10/ 10 1/ 10 2.4 56. 4
Lead (ng/kg) ** 10/ 10 0/ 10 2.3 386
Mercury (ng/ kg) 0.1 7/ 10 7/ 10 0.12 0. 82
Sel eni um (my/ kg) 2 1/ 10 0/ 10 0.32 0.32
Sil ver - 1/ 10 0/ 10 2.5 2.5

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.

*TBC - Criteria that are not legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Administrative Qui dance
Menor andum # 4046, Novenber 16, 1992. Sanples include SS-021-02, SS-021-03, SS-021-04, SS-021-05, SS-021-06,
SS-021-07, SS-021-08, SS-021-11, SS-021-12, and SS-021-13

** - Background levels for lead vary widely. Average background levels in nmetropolitan or suburban areas
near hi ghways are nuch higher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The USEPA's Interim Lead Hazard Cui dance
(July 14, 1994) estblished a residential screening |evel of 400 ppm



TABLE A-3

FORVER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED I N SURFACE SO L SAMPLES
COLLECTED DOMNSLOPE FROM THE LANDFI LL

FREQUENCY FREQUENCY M NI MUM MAXI MUM
ANALYTE *TBC oF OF TBC DETECTED DETECTED

DETECTI ON EXCEEDANCES CONCENTRATI ONS CONCENTRATI ON
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 100 1/5 0/ 5 4 4
Acet one 200 3/5 0/ 5 4 13
Xyl ene (Total) 1200 1/5 0/5 7 7
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 50000 1/5 0/5 70 70
Arsenic (ng/kg) 7.5 5/'5 0/5 0.6 2.7
Bari um (ng/ kg) 300 5/5 0/5 14.7 285
Cadm um ( g/ kg) 10 1/5 1/5 12. 2 12. 2
Chr om um (ng/ kg) 50 5/'5 1/5 2.2 56. 3
Lead (ng/ kg) * 5/'5 1/5 15 542
Mercury (ng/ kg) 0.1 3/5 3/5 0.13 4.5
Silver (my/kg) - 1/5 0/5 2.7 2.7

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted

*TBC - Criteria that are not legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Administrative Qui dance
Menmor andum # 4046, Novenber 16, 1992 Sanpl es Include SS-021-14, SS-021-15, SS-021-16, SS-021-17, and
SS-021- 18.

** - Background levels for lead vary widely. Average background levels in nmetropolitan or suburban areas
near hi ghways are nuch higher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The USEPA's Interim Lead Hazard Cui dance
(July 14, 1994) established a residential screening | evel of 400 ppm

<I M5 SRC 97010l >



TABLE A-4

FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED | N BACKGROUND SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES (Bori ngs)
(SS-021-09-3, SS-021-10-3, MAMPH 021-07-11)

FREQUENCY M N MUM VAXI MUM AVERAGE
ANALYTE *TBC oF DETECTED DETECTED oF

DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ONS
del t a- BHC 300 1/3 0. 47 0.47 0. 47
4, 4- DDE 2100 1/3 4.3 4.3 4.3
4-4' - DDT 2100 1/3 5.7 5.7 5.7
Arsenic (ng/kg) 7.5 3/3 0. 66 2.5 1.7
Bari um ( g/ kg) 300 3/3 19.2 52.7 33.4
Chr om um (ng/ kg) 50 3/3 5.9 9.2 7.6
Lead (ng/kg) * 3/3 2.5 58.3 22.1
Sel eni um ( g/ kg) 2 1/3 0.21 0.21 0.21

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.

*TBC - Criteria that are not |legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Adninistrative Gui dance
Menor andum #4046 - "Determ nation of Soil O eanup Objectives and deanup Levels,"” Novenber 16, 1992.

** - Background levels for lead vary widely. Average background |levels in netropolitan or suburban areas
near hi ghways are much higher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The USEPA's Interi mLead Hazard Cui dance
(July 14, 1994) established a residential screening |evel of 400 ppm

TABLE A-5

FORVER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMED AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED | N SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES (Borings Al ong Downsl ope Perineter)

FREQUENCY FREQUENCY M NI MUM AVERAGE
ANALYTE *TBC oF DETECTED DETECTED oF

DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ON
Tol uene 1500 1/3 4 4 4
4, 4- DDE 2100 1/3 0.75 0.75 0.75
4-4' - DDT 2100 1/3 1.7 1.7 1.7
Arseni ¢ (ng/kg) 7.5 3/3 1.0 3.6 2.1
Bari um ( g/ kg) 300 3/3 21.5 39.0 30.9
Chr omi um ( g/ kg) 50 3/3 4.5 11.2 7.9
Lead (ng/kg) ** 3/3 3.5 8.6 5.4
Silver (my/kg) - 1/3 0.55 0.55 0.55

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.

*TBC - Criteria that are not legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Administrative Qui dance
Menmor andum #4046 - "Determ nation of Soil O eanup Objectives and deanup Levels," Novenber 16, 1992.

** - Background levels for |ead vary widely. Average background levels in netropolitan or suburban areas
near hi ghways are nuch higher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The USEPA's Interim Lead Hazard Cui dance
(July 14, 1994) established a residential screening |evel of 400 ppm



TABLE A-6

FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED I N SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES
FROM BCORI NG SB- 021-01

FREQUENCY FREQUENCY M N MUM AVERAGE
ANALYTE *TBC oF DETECTED DETECTED oF

DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ON
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 100 1/2 2 2 2
Phenant hr ene 50000 1/2 320 320 320
Ant hr acene 50000 1/2 330 330 330
Fl uor ant hene 50000 1/2 1400 1400 1400
Pyrene 50000 1/2 910 910 910
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 220 1/2 330 330 330
Chrysene 400 1/2 340 340 340
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 1100 1/2 130 130 130
Benzo(k) f | uor ant hene 1100 1/2 140 140 140
Benzo(a) pyrene 61 1/2 99 99 99
Arsenic (ng/kg) 7.5 2/ 2 2.1 2.5 2.3
Bari um ( g/ kg) 300 2/ 2 42.2 90. 3 66. 3
Chr omi um ( g/ kg) 50 2/ 2 6.2 21.8 14
Lead (ng/kg) * 2/ 2 4.8 7 5.9
Sel eni um (ng/ kg) 2 1/2 0.24 0.24 0.24

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted

*TBC - Criteria that are not legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Adninistrative Qui dance
Menmor andum #4046 - "Determ nation of Soil C eanup Objectives and d eanup Level s,"” Novenber 16, 1992

** - Background levels for lead vary widely. Average background levels in netropolitan or suburuban areas
near hi ghways are nmuch higher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The USEPA's Interi mLead Hazard Cui dance
(July 14, 1994) established residential screening |evel of 400 ppm

<I M5 SRC 97010J>



TABLE A-7

FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) -

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

CHEM CALS DETECTED I N WASTE SAMPLES OBTAI NED DURI NG TEST TRENCH NG

ANALYTE

Tol uene

Di et hyl pht hal at e

Fl uor ene

Phenant hr ene

Ant hr acene

Car bazol e

Di - n- butyl pht hal ate
FI uor ant hene

Pyrene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Chrysene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene
4, 4' - DDE

4,4 - DDD

4,4 -DDT

al pha- Chl or dane
ganmma- Chl or dane
Arocl or-1248

Arocl or-1254

Arseni ¢ (gl kg)

Bari um ( g/ kg)

Cadm um ( g/ kg)

Chr omi um ( g/ kg)
Lead (ng/kg)

Mercury (ng/ kg)

Sel eni um (ng/ kg)

Si | ver (ng/kg)

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.

*Val ues from Table A-3

ND - Not Detected

<I M5 SRC 97010K>

* RANGE
OF
BACKGRQUND
CONCENTRATI ON

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND- 0. 47
ND
ND-5.7
ND
ND
ND
ND
0.66-2.5
19.2-52.7
ND
5.9-9.2
2.5-58.3
ND
ND
ND

FREQUENCY
oF
DETECTI ON

1/6
1/6
1/6
2/ 6
2/ 6
1/6
1/ 6
2/6
2/6
2/6
2/6
2/ 6
1/6
2/ 6
2/ 6
2/6
2/6
5/6
5/6
5/6
1/6
1/6
1/6
2/6
6/ 6
6/ 6
4/ 6
6/ 6
6/ 6
2/ 6
1/6
2/6

M N MUM
DETECTED

CONCENTRATI ON

930

MAXI MUM
DETECTED

CONCENTRATI ON

930
56
900
92
110
580
1700
1700
710
820
1200
380
680
560
120
440
3500
4200
31000
15
18
530
280
15. 4
403
20.7
121
2120
0. 26
0. 37
13.6

AVERAGE

DETECTI ONS

930
56
720
82
110
580
1200
1270
550
620
1095
380
595
465
115
405
783
879
6386
15
18
530
280
5.5
105
8.08
29. 4
421
0. 26
0. 37
10.1



TABLE A-8

FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED I N SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLES OBTAI NED DURI NG TEST TRENCHI NG

* RANGE FREQUENCY M NI MUM MAXI MUM AVERAGE
ANALYTE oF **TBC oF DETECTED DETECTED oF
BACKGROUND DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ONS
CONCENTRATI ON

Phenant hr ene ND 50000 2/5 37 100 68.5
Fl uor ant hene ND 50000 2/5 70 130 100
Pyrene ND 50000 2/5 78 140 109
Benzo( a) ant hr acene ND 220 2/'5 40 72 56
Chrysene ND 400 2/5 39 76 57.5
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene ND 1100 2/'5 53 130 92
Benzo(k) f | uor ant hene ND 1100 2/5 22 59 41
Benzo( a) pyr ene ND 61 2/'5 38 67 52.5
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene ND 3200 2/5 31 63 47
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene ND 41 2/'5 21 82 51.5
4, 4" - DDE ND- 0. 47 2100 4/ 5 17 570 163
4-4' - DDD ND 2900 3/5 8.7 440 157
4-4' - DDT ND- 5.7 2100 4/ 5 39 3000 817
al pha- Chl or dane ND 540 1/5 4 4 4
Arseni ¢ (ng/ Kg) 0.66-2.5 7.5 5/'5 1.8 3.9 2.7
Bari um ( g/ kg) 19.2-52.7 300 5/5 31.3 73.7 48. 2
Cadm um ( ng/ kg) ND 10 2/5 1.1 1.2 1.2
Chr om um (ng/ kg) 5.9-9.2 50 5/5 8.1 13.2 10.8
Lead (ng/kg) 3.5-8.6 ok 5/'5 5.7 191 53.9
Mercury (ng/kg) ND 0.1 1/5 0.25 0.25 0.25
Silver (nmy/kg) ND - 1/5 1.7 1.7 1.7

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.
*Val ues from Tabl e A-4.

**TBC - Oriteria that are not legally binding (To Be Considered) from NYSDEC Techni cal Administrative Qui dance Menmorandum #4046 - "Deternination of Soil O eanup bjectives and C eanup
Level s," Novenber 16, 1992.

**x _ Background levels for lead vary widely. Average background levels in nmetropolitan or suburban areas near hi ghways are nuch hi gher and typically range from 200-500 ppm The
USEPA' s Interim Lead Hazard Quidance (July 14, 1994) established a residential screening | evel of 400 ppm

ND - Not Detected



<I M5 SRC 97010L>
TABLE A-9

FORVER LANDFI LL (LF-021) - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
CHEM CALS DETECTED | N GROUNDWATER SAMPLES

ROUND - 1 ROUND - 2
FREQUENCY OF DETECTED M NI MUM  DETECTED MAXI MUM  AVERAGE OF FREQUENCY OF DETECTED M NI MUM  DETECTED MAXI MUMM  AVERACGE OF

COVPOUND * ARAR DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ONS DETECTI ON CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON DETECTI ONS
Acet one - 1/8 8 8 8 0/ 8 - -
Carbon Disul fide - 1/8 17 17 17 1/8 15 15 15
Chl orof orm 7 1/8 3 3 3 0/ 8 - - -
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene 5 0/ 8 - - - 1/8 3.2 3.2 3.2
Benzo- (a) ant hr acene - 0/8 - - - 1/8 1 1 1
Chrysene - 0/8 - - - 1/8 2 2 2
Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 50 0/8 - - 1/8 5 5 5
4,4' - DDT ND 3/8 0.074 0.12 0. 107 1/8 0. 16 0.16 0.16
Arsenic 25 8/8 1.3 5.4 3.1 718 1.1 6 3.3
Bari um ( TOT) 1000 8/ 8 47. 6 2.65 144 8/ 8 29.3 657 178.6
Cadmi um ( TQOT) 10 3/8 2.5 3.7 3.2 - - - -
Chr omi um ( TOT) 50 4/ 8 5.1 15. 4 11. 4 4/ 8 4.5 25.8 13
Lead (TQT) 15 718 1.6 20.7 6.8 8/8 1.3 59.2 11. 4
Sel eni um (TQT) 10 0/ 8 - - - 3/8 1.3 2.9 1.9
Arsenic (D SS) 25 3/8 1.4 3.1 2 4/ 8 1 1.7 1.4
Bari um (DI SS) 1000 8/8 35.4 165 89.2 8/8 34 206 111.3
Cadm um (DI SS) 10 3/8 3.3 4.3 3.9 - - - -
Lead (Dl SS) 15 2/ 8 1.2 20.9 11.1 1/8 2.3 2.3 2.3
Sel eni um (DI SS) 10 1/8 1.1 1.1 1.1 1/8 1.2 1.2 1.2

- Indicates Anal yte was anal yzed for but not detected.
Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.

* Chem cal Specific Standards (ARARs) are from 6 NYCRR 703.5 and 703.6. The standard for Lead is fromthe USEPA Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR 141).
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TABLE A-9 (continued)

FORMER LANDFI LL (LF-021) -

PART 360 PARAMETER ANALYSI S RESULTS

COVPOUND

Al kalinity Total

Anmmoni a- Ni t rogen

Chl ori de

Chem cal Oxygen Demand
Ni trate-N trogen
ORP. (EH

pH(s. u.)

Total Dissolved Solids
Sul fate

Har dness

Turbidity (ntu)

Cal ci um

Iron

Lead

Magnesi um

Manganese

Pot assi um

Sodi um

Results reported in ppb (1g/kg) unless otherw se noted.
* Chem cal Specific Standards (ARARs) are from 6 NYCRR 703.5 and 703. 6.

Standards for pH and Tot al

250 ppm
10 ppm

6.5/8.5
500
250 ppm

300
15

300

20 ppm

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

FREQUENCY
oF

DETECTI ON  CONCENTRATI ON CONCENTRATI ON

4/ 4
1/ 4
4/ 4
3/4
2/ 4
4/ 4
a4/ 4
4/ 4
4/ 4
4/ 4
4/ 4
a4/ 4
4/ 4
4/ 4
a4/ 4
4/ 4
4/ 4
4/ 4

M N MUM
DETECTED

250
0.35
10

15

0. 062
270
6.4
290
23
290
700
64, 300
6, 240
4.9
26.1
187
2,710
3. 68

MAXI MUM
DETECTED

530
0.35
230

41

0.74
360

7.4

1, 200
250

1, 200

1, 900
343, 000
224, 000
19.9
114.0
2,730
139, 000
96. 6

The standards for Lead is fromthe USEPA Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR 141).

<| M5 SRC 97010N>

AVERAGE

DETECTI ONS

407.5
0.35
109. 7
24.3
0.4

318

7.1

770

140
782.5
1,087.5
205, 075
72,235
10. 8
75. 975
1,566. 8
9,745
53. 02

Di ssol ved Solids are from NYSDEC Water Quality Regul ati on 6NYCRR 703.



APPENDI X B

DECLARATI ON OF CONCURRENCE

<I M5 SRC 970100>

Re: Record of Decision - Landfill 021
Pl attsburgh Air Force Base I D No. 510003

In response to the Record of Decision (ROD) for Landfill 021 (LF 021) subnitted and signed by yoursel f, |
wi sh to concur with the renmedial action plan as put forth in the ROD. This renedy includes:

If you

A 12-inch thick cover over the landfill consisting of a 9-inch borrow | ayer, a 3-inch topsoil
layer and a vegetative cover.

Deed restrictions to prevent any adverse action leading to the deterioration of the |andfill
cap, to prohibit the installation of any wells for drinking water or any other purpose which
could result in the use of the underlying groundwater and to prohibit the excavati on of the
landfill cap wi thout prior approval of the New York State Departnent of Conservation.
Restrictions will also be inposed to |imt devel opment of any structure on the landfill site
whi ch woul d adversely effect human heal th and safety.

Est abl i shnent of a groundwater nonitoring system

Conducting five-year site reviews.

have any questions please contact M. Lister at (518) 457-3976.

<I M5 SRC 97010P>



APPENDI X C

PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PT

<I M5 SRC 970100
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PUBLI C HEARI NG FOR REMEDI AL ACTI ONS AT FORMER
LANDFI LL LF-021 AND FORMER LANDFI LL LF-024
JANUARY 16, 1997
COLD COURTHOUSE, 133 NMARGARET STREET, 2ND FLOCR
PLATTSBURGH, NEW YORK.
Thi s proceedi ng was stenographically reported by Susan
Bret schnei der, Certified Shorthand Reporter, and

comrenced at 7:00 p.m at the above-nentioned | ocation.

MR SOREL: Ckay, | guess we'll go ahead and
get started. This is the public neeting for Landfill 21
and Landfill 24. 1'd like to begin the public neeting
for the renmedial actions at the Former Landfill LF-21
and LF-24. For those who don't know ne, |'m M ke Sorel,
t he BRAC Environnental Coordi nator working for the Air
Force Base Conversion Agency at Plattsburgh. | wll be
presi ding over the neeting, the main purpose of which is
to allow the public the opportunity to comment on the
Air Force's action for this site.

Assisting me tonight in this presentation are
the followi ng people: Steve Gagnier, the project
manager for these actions, and Brady Baker, the project
engi neer, both with the Air Force Base Conversion
Agency, and Bruce Przybyl, the project nmanager with URS

Geiner. These individuals are here to provide answers

CAPI TOL COURT REPCRTERS - (802) 863-6067
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to technical questions you mght have about the
alternatives available to the Air Force for cleaning up
the site
Tonight's agenda will consist of a description
of the renedial action and an explanation of how it will
i nprove the environment. After that, we will nove to
the nost inportant part of this neeting, the part where
you provi de your comrents on the remedi al action
First, however, | would like to take care of
several admnistrative details.
As you can see, everything being said here
tonight is being taken down word for word by a
prof essional court reporter. The transcript wll becone
part of the administrative record for the sites
W woul d |ike everyone to conplete the sign-in
sheet at the door. W will use the sheet to review our
mailing list for the site
At the conclusion of the presentation, we wll
open the floor up to comments and questions. | would
ask that you hold your questions until the presentation
for both sides is conplete. If you have a prepared
statenment, you may read it out loud or turnit in
without reading it. |In any case, your comments will
beconme part of the record. Al so, we have cards at the

front desk for your use for any witten coments. |If
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you turn in any witten conmments, please wite your nane
and address on them

If you | ater decide to nmake conment or add

sonet hi ng that you said here, you may send additiona
coments to us at this address. The public comrent
period ends today on Landfill 21 and on February 6th for
Landfill 24. | will show this address slide again at
the end of the meeting.

The final point is that our prinmary purpose
tonight is tolisten to you. W want to hear your
comrents on any issues you are concerned about at these
sites, and we will try to answer any questions you nay
have. W want you to be satisfied with the action we
take will properly address and fully address the
problens at this site.

Now, | would like to turn the neeting over to
Bruce Przybyl.

MR PRZYBYL: Good evening. W'd like to talk
to you today about the Air Force's recommended
alternatives for remedial action at two landfills at the
Pl attsburgh Air Force Base. The first 1'd like to talk
about is Landfill 21. Landfill 21 is located in the
nort hwest corner of the base outside the perineter fence
and north of Route 22. The area is designated as open

space for |and use pl anning.
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I would first like to go through the process
by which the decisions were made in reaching the
conclusions in comng to the reconmended alternative.

The process started by preparation of a
prelimnary assessnent or records search which | ooked at
the history of the site and the disposal practice of the
site. At that tinme, a reconmmendati on was nmade, further
i nvestigation was necessary, a site investigation was
under t aken.

The site investigation showed it is a
relatively small site, and the conclusions of that were
to recommend a | arger scale investigation, a renedia
i nvestigation

The remedi al investigation assessed health
(sic) to human health -- to humans and the environnent
in addition to collection of many sanples. Fromthat a
preferred alternative was determ ned and docunented in a
proposed plan which is available at the Feinberg Library
and has been for a period of tine.

Throughout this period, the New York State
Departnent of Environmental Conservation and United
States Environnental Protection Agency have provi ded
review and comrent to each docunent along the way and
have concurred in principle with the remedi a

al ternative.
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W are at this stage, the public neeting and
comrent, and we're here to answer your questions and
i ncorporate your conments into the record of decision
which is the legal instrument for the renediation.

The Landfill 21 is about six acres in size.
It was active from 1956 to 1959. |t accepted donestic
waste and sludge fromthe industrial wastewater
treatment plant at the base. The other area is adjacent
to some wetland areas and is |ocated 500 feet fromthe

Saranac River.

The character of the site is generally - -
currently generally vegetative with mature trees and
grasses covering the site, but there is | ocations where
debris is protruding fromthe landfill surface. One
such location is depicted in the |ower of the two
phot ogr aphs.

The renedi al investigation included the

excavation of nmany test trenches to deternine the extent

of the fill and to sanple the subsurface naterials and
fill, boring, well installation and groundwater
sanpl i ng

A variety of chemcals were detected in
subsurface soil or fill materials. Polycyclic aronmatic
hydrocarbons were detected. These were the products of

i nconpl ete conbustion of fossil fuels, metals.

CAPI TOL COURT REPCRTERS - (802) 863-6067



1 Pesti ci des such as DDT and PCBs were al so detected

2 These were not detected in any particular pattern. The

3 pattern of contanination is somewhat heterogenous in the
4 landfill.

5 In groundwater, only three conpounds were

6 detected that exceeded the New York State standards, and
7 those were two pol ycyclic aronmatic hydrocarbons and

8 DDT. It was worthy to note that there was an absence of
9 vol atiles, which are quickly noving conpounds, in

10 groundwat er. There were none of those conpounds

11 W al so exami ned contam nant nigration

12 pat hways at the site. Since few volatiles were found,
13 we consider the volatilization pathway for contani nant
14 mgration is insignificant.

15 In addition, since the site is vegetated

16 there's a limted potential for dust generation and,

17 therefore, we considered contam nant transport via dust
18 pat hway as insignificant.

19 Al so, we consider run-off pathways to be

20 negli gi bl e because of the high perneability of the

21 landfill. Most of the precipitation will infiltrate

22 into the landfill and, also, topographic constraints - -
23 and actually the overhead here we have is somewhat

24 m sl eadi ng, this slope somewhat kind of rises again

25 before it drops again into the Saranac River. Al of
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1 the precipitation will infiltrate into the ground before

2 it gets to the river.

3 One pathway that is potentially significant is
4 the percol ation of rainwater through the Iandfil

5 pi cking up contami nants along the way and then transport
6 t hrough the groundwat er

7 Agai n, the contami nants detected in

8 groundwat er were of the type that do not nove very

9 qui ckly or very far in groundwater.

10 W% conducted a hunan health risk assessment to
11 determine the potential risk to human heal th posed by
12 the site, and that was broken down into two scenari os,
13 including a current use scenario in which we assessed
14 potential inmpacts to utility workers -- there was a

15 right-of-way, utility right-of-way adjacent to the site
16 -- and al so to trespassers.

17 The cal cul ations indicated no significant

18 car ci nogeni ¢ or noncarcinogenic risk to these potentia
19 receptors.

20 The second scenario was a future use scenario
21 in which we assessed the risk to a canpground popul at ed
22 by canpers who were utilizing the groundwater for

23 showering and potable water, canping right on the

24 landfill. W considered this to be a conservative

25 hypot hetical scenario. |It's not sonmething that's
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envi si oned; however, this is a conservative benchmark in
whi ch we can assess the potential of contam nant risk
The future use scenario yielded no
noncar ci nogeni c risk to canpers; however, there was a
significant risk represented by this five tinmes 10 to
the mnus four due to exposure to soils on the
landfill. This is a carcinogenic risk
It's significant to note that there was no
risk calculated -- or no significant risk calculated for
groundwat er ingestion pathways despite the fact that
three New York State standards were exceeded. They were
exceeded but not to a great extent, enough to yield
risks in our calculations.
It also should be noted we perfornmed an
ecol ogi cal risk assessnment and deternmined a potential - -
potentially a slight potential risk to mammal s that come
into contact with the soil and fill of the landfill.
Based on the risk assessnent, we came up with a
renedi ation or renedial goal to the site
The goal is to prevent direct contact with
on-site soil, fill materials by human or ecol ogi ca
receptors basically as a response to the carcinogenic
risk calculated in the risk assessnent and the mi nor
ecol ogical risk that was indicated in the ecol ogi ca

ri sk assessnent
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Using the U S. EPA Superfund Accel erated
Cl eanup Model, we then devel oped the basi c conponents of
our renedial alternative. And these include a |andfil
cap and institutional controls. There were three types
of landfill caps |ooked at, and they were exam ned for
their ability to achieve the goal that we set for
this -- this remediation, and all three of these
landfill caps acconplish the goal adequately.

Therefore, we | ooked at cost and picked the
nost cost effective cap, which is a native soil cover as
our sel ected renedi al conponent

Al so, a basic conponent renedy is
institutional controls in which we propose site
devel opnent restrictions to protect the integrity of the
cap once it's established and also to restrict water
use, although that's not one of -- it's not reflected in
our goal, there are three exceedances of New York State
G oundwater Quality Criteria and then, therefore, we
thought it would be prudent to restrict the use of the
groundwat er .

Therefore, our renedial alternative includes
the followi ng elenents: A native soil cover to prevent
direct contact of human and ecol ogi cal receptors wth
contam nated soil and fill materials and devel oprent

restrictions which include restrictions to prevent any
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adverse action leading to the deterioration of the
landfill cover and prohibition against any excavation of
the landfill cover w thout prior appropriate approvals,
and this will be inplemented to protect the integrity of
the cap over the long term
We are also going to prohibit the installation
of any wells for drinking or any other purposes which
could result in the use of the underlying groundwater.
And this is in response to the exceedances of New York
State G oundwater Quality Criteria in groundwater
W are also -- two other elenents of the
remedy that are necessary, one is groundwater
nonitoring. We'Ill supplenent our existing groundwater
nonitoring network and sanple it routinely in order to
ensure that the sl ow noving conpounds that we have
detected will not migrate off site. W don't expect
themto, but the routine groundwater nonitoring wll
ensure that that will not happen in the future
And, finally, there's a five year site review
process in which the Air Force, the United States
Envi ronnental Protection Agency and the New York State
Departnent of Environmental Conservation will review al
the data col |l ected throughout the five years and ensure
that the renediation is being effective in protecting

human heal th and the environnent.
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The second landfill | amgoing to tal k about
today is the construction spoils landfill or Landfil
LF-24. This landfill is located to the -- in the
sout heast corner of the base about 200 feet north of the
Sal mon River as indicated on this figure right here
This area has been designated as open space for |ight
industrial use for I and use planni ng purposes, either
or.
Once again, |'mshow ng an overhead show ng
the process by which we reached our renedi al
alternative, and it's simlar to that for LF-21 in which
we are soliciting public comments at this tinme, and
we' ve received New York State Departnent of
Envi ronnental Conservation input and United States
Envi ronnental Protection Agency input along the way and
agai n, comrents received today will be incorporated into
the record of decision

Landfill 24 is less than one acre in size and
accepted construction and denolition debris, concrete
rebar, things of that nature, metals, fromthe period of
1980 to 1986. The landfill is covered generally with
brush and trees. There are very few sparse areas. One
of themis indicated in the | ower of the two photographs
here but generally well covered with brush and trees.

To the south near the toe of the slope, the Iandfil
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st eepens consi derably, and construction and denolition
debris is protruding fromthe landfill cover as
indi cated by the | ower of the two photographs.

The upper photograph is the top of the sl ope,
sout hern sl ope, and the | ower photograph depicts the toP
of the slope, the southern slope. The Air Force
considers this to be a general physical hazard to
trespassers and people walking in this area

The landfill was investigated and site

i nvestigation in which test trenching was conducted to
determine the extent of the fill and deternine its
character. W also did boring and nonitoring wells and
| ooked at groundwater sanples.

The nature of the fill material is essentially
free of organic contaninants; however, netals were
el evated above background in the fill materials

Agai n, groundwater was exam ned, and it was
also found to be essentially free of organic naterials
organi c contam nants; however, several netals were
detected in exceedance of New York State G oundwater
Quality Criteria.

| also should note that there were severa
drums found during test trenches at the site; however,
none of these druns were found to be intact, nany of

themhad no lids, were enpty or just crushed prior to
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being in the landfill.
W al so | ooked at the potential contam nant
m gration pathways. And very simlar to LF-21, there
were no volatiles found and, therefore, the
vol atilization pathway was considered insignificant.
Since the landfill is heavily vegetated, there
is limted potential for dust mgration and
contami nation transport through that mechanism Al so
once again, this doesn't quite depict the slope
correctly. It's much flatter there, and the run-off
pat hways are al so considered to be insignificant. Al
of the rainfall will percolate into the landfill surface
or be captured by topographic constraints and not reach
the Sal mon River directly.

However, again, we -- we have a potententially
signi ficant groundwater m grati on pathway, again, where
rai nwat er percolates through the fill, picks up neta
contam nants and transports themthrough the
groundwater. And it should be noted again that the
netal contam nants are al so very sl ow novi ng conpounds

Again, we conducted a human health risk
assessnent to determne potential risk to the receptors
and two scenarios were exam ned including current use
scenario, which is basically no one is being exposed at

the site except for trespassers, and the assessnent
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indi cated no potential for carcinogenic risk
unaccept abl e carci nogeni ¢ risk or unacceptabl e
noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sk
A future use scenario was al so exam ned. It
was a bi-phased scenario in which the site would
hypot heti cal |y be devel oped, and there would be a
construction phase in which excavation would occur and
bui | di ng woul d be constructed, and then a second phase
in which the buildings were al ready constructed and the
area were | andscaped and the industrial workers were
using the facility routinely.
There were no unaccept abl e cancer risks
indi cated by the analysis. However, there were
unaccept abl e noncarci nogeni c risks indicated for
i nhal ati on of fugitive dust to construction workers.
During construction there's considerabl e dust excavated
and there's a potential for exposure and adverse effects
to these construction workers through inhalation of the
fugitive dust with manganese adhered to it. Also, if
groundwater were to be used at the site, there is a
potential for adverse effects again fromthe conpound
nmanganese, and there is also potential for future
probl ens from barium vanadi um and anti nony.
One thing-to note is that currently there is

no risk to receptors via carcinogeni c or noncarcinogenic
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ri sk; however, there is a physical hazard posed by
protrudi ng debris along the steep southern slope and a
coupl e other places in the landfill.

Based on the HRA, we determ ned sone
renmedi ation goals. The first is to prevent construction
workers frominhaling contam nated fugitive dust
resulting fromearth nmoving activities, and that's in
response to the risk calculated for the inhalation of
fugitive dust.

Second woul d be to prevent human ingestion of
cont am nat ed groundwat er i nmedi ately down gradi ent of
the site, and that's in response to the risk cal cul ated
for the ingestion of groundwater

And, third, we would like to elimnate
potential physical hazards to on-site workers and
mai nt enance per sonnel

Again, using U S. EPA guidance, we determ ned
t he basi c conponents of a renmedy for the site. The
landfill cap is necessary to -- to acconplish the third
goal, and that is to elininate potential physica
hazards on site. There is no -- there is no potential
chem cal hazards due to direct contact with the fill.
So the cap is only to elimnate the physical hazards.

Therefore, all three caps -- since the area

will be regraded and debris covered and the potentially
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unstabl e slopes elimnated, all three caps will be
equal |y effective and cost is, therefore, |ooked at as
the deciding factor between the caps, and we sel ected
the | east expensive of the three options, and that is a
native soil cover
Second we -- the -- the second basic conponent
is institutional controls which includes site
devel opnent restrictions, and that is to protect the
integrity of the cap, water use restrictions to address
our second renedi ati on goal which is to prevent human
i ngestion of contam nated groundwater and, third, a
cautionary notice concerning inhalation risks during
earth noving activities, and that is to address our
first renediation goals, to prevent construction workers
frominhaling fugitive dust.

To recap, our recomrended alternative consists
of the native soil cap, tolimt -- elimnate potentia
physi cal hazards fromdebris and al so devel op
restrictions including restrictions to prevent any
adverse action leading to the deterioration of the cap
prohi bi ti on agai nst excavation of the landfill without
prior appropriate approval and prohibition from
installing any wells that could result in the use of the
under | yi ng groundwat er

Al'so, we are going to issue a notice
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concerning potential site risk which is a notice

provi ded concerning potential short-termhealth risks
frominhaling dust during construction activities.

Al so, groundwater nonitoring is a part of that. Al so,
netals in groundwater will nove very slowy and will not
get very far. W want to install a groundwater
nmonitoring network to track that through time and make
sure that the groundwater contaminants are not getting
far off site and, also, in LF-21, it will be reviewed
every five years by the U S. EPA and the New York State
Departnent of Environmental Conservation and the Air
Force to determine whether it has continued to be
effective, and that concludes ny discussion.

MR SOREL: At this time, 1'd like to open up
the meeting for questions. Since everything that is
bei ng said here tonight is being taken down, please
state your nane for the record before you nake a
st at enent.

Do we have any questions? M. Booth?

MR BOOTH. Robert Booth. In each of your
sites, we reach a concl usi on about where you are headed
next with a list of prohibitions, for instance, to
prevent activities that would destroy the cap, prevent
the drilling of wells that would tap groundwater,

prevent excavation without a permt. Wo or what sees
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that these limtations are carried out, who gives the
permt to excavate, howlong is this oversight as to
permts and prohibitions to continue, who's got the
responsi bility?

MR SOREL: Good question. |It's actually one
that's come up in our discussions with the regul ator
that they have the very same concerns that you do

There will be a transfer by deed, and when we
start tal king about transfer by deed, what we are going

to do, in fact, if you look in the proposed plan
there's a paragraph in there that deals with that, and
let me read what we put in there. It says: The deed
wi Il include appropriate restrictions to prevent any
adverse action leading to the deterioration of the
landfill cap to include prohibition frominstalling any
well's for drinking water or any other purpose which
could result in use of the underlying groundwater and

t he prohibition agai nst any excavation of the |andfil
cap without prior approval of the New York State DEC

So, essentially, we are saying at that point

there will indeed be restrictions and, of course, the
Air Force at that point would no | onger be the owner of
the property, so sone of that will rely on the -- the

| ocal agencies having jurisdiction in that area

For instance, if we are in the town of
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1 Pl attsburgh, then | would assune if there were

2 construction, there would be issues of the building

3 permt and at that time, those prohibitions would be

4 not ed. So through that process, we believe that that's
5 how t hese prohibitions would be controll ed.

6 MR BOOTH  That nakes sense that there woul d
7 be public records that followthe land that way and wl |
8 the restrictions nmention that DEC is a reference point?
9 MR SOREL: Correct. In fact, we have al ready
10 coordinated that with them They have agreed to be that
11 ref erence point.

12 MR BOOTH: And that also if interested, why,
13 the township or the city or the county al so could step
14 in, but at least there's a list of restrictions and

15 restrictive covenants really?

16 MR SOREL: Right, right.

17 MR BOOTH  And who to refer to to start

18 conplying or finding out the answers?

19 MR SOREL: And there would also be a notice
20 of any hazardous materials present that would foll ow
21 this as well, so anybody that woul d be issuing that

22 bui I ding permt or whatever.

23 MR BOOTH. In 25 years, that will all be

24 forgotten, and | was just wondering.

25 MR SOREL: W will file a deed.
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1 MR BOOTH: And you have got it if there are

2 recorded docunents.

3 MR SCREL: Sure.

4 MR BOOTH. Thank you.

5 MR SCOREL: Any other questions?

6 Ckay, since everybody seens to have nade their
7 comrents, we would like to conclude this neeting.

8 I would like to add that the proposed pl ans
9 and ot her docunents relating to these sites are

10 avail able for review at the infornation repository
11 | ocated in Special Collections at the Feinberg Library,
12 SUNY- Pl at t sbur gh.

13 Thank you very much for com ng.

14 (This hearing was concluded at 7:37 p.m)
15
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CERTI FI CATE

STATE OF VERMONT )
COUNTY OF CALEDON A )

I, Susan Bretschneider, a Notary Public within and
for the State of Vernont, do hereby certify that |
st enographically reported the proceedi ngs of the public
hearing in re: Renedial Actions at Former Landfill LF-21
and Forner Landfill LF-24 on January 16, 1997 begi nning
at 7:00 p.m, at the Ad Courthouse, 133 Margar et
Street, 2nd Fl oor, Pl attsburgh, New York.

| further certify that the foregoi ng proceedi ng was
taken by me stenographically and thereafter reduced to
typewiting, and the foregoing 20 pages are a full, true
and correct transcription of the proceedings.

| further certify that | amnot related to any of
the parties thereto and that | amin no way interested
in the outconme of said proceedings.

Dated at Barre, Vernont, this 23rd day of January,

1997. M conmmi ssion expires February 10, 1999.

24<I MG SRC 97010R>

25
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TQ

DATE:

FROM

Marcia G Wl osz

February 14, 1997

ERRATA SHEET

1-16-96 Public Hearing

Capito

Burl i ngton,

Court Reporters, P.O Box 329

Ver nont 05402

Pl ease read through the enclosed transcript. If you
wi sh to nake any corrections, please do so bel ow
referring to page and |ine nunber followed by the

correction.

17

18

18

18

19

13

11

23

25

10

2-3

si des" should be "sites"
insert "a" before "coment"
wi th" should be "that"

smal|l site" should be "l ow contam n-
ation site"

ot her area" should be "site"

pl ace a colon after material s:
"fuels. Metals,"”

"Pesticides" should be "pesticides"

pl ace a comma after DDT

before the word "enough" put "not

before the words "in LF-021" put
"as with"

change "regulator” to "regulators."
(period at end of word)

"They" starts a new sentence
change "do," to "do--"
replace "issues of the building

permt" with "a building permt
i ssued"
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ERRATA SHEET

TO Marcia G Wl osz

DATE: February 14, 1997

RE: 1-16-96 Public Hearing

FROM Capitol Court Reporters, P.O Box 329,
Burlington, Vernont 05402

Pl ease read through the enclosed transcript. |f you
wi sh to nake any corrections, please do so bel ow
referring to page and |ine nunber followed by the
correction.

3 5&6 Sent ence begi nning "the public comrent.."
shoul d read, "The public conmrent period
ends on January 23rd for LF 21, as
stated in the rublic notice advertised
in the Plattsburgh Press-Republican on
Monday, Decenber 23, 1996."
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RCD FACT SHEET

SI TE
Narre : Pl attsburgh Air Force Base
Landfill LF-021

Location/ State : Pl att sburgh, New York
EPA Regi on : 2
HRS Score(date): 30.34 (9/22/88) Basew de score, not landfill
Site ID # : NY4571924774
ROD
Dat e Si gned: 3/ 25/ 97
Remedy/ i es: Native Soil Cover, Institutional Controls
Operating Unit Nunber: OU-10 (IRP Site LF-021)
Capi tal cost: $ 450,000 in 1997 dollars)
Construction Conpletion: April 1998
O & Min 1998: $62, 000 (in 1997 doll ars)

1999: $62, 000

2000: $62, 000

2001: $62, 000
Present wort h: $994, 850 (6% discount rate, 30 years O & M

O & Mdrops to $ 30,000/yr in 6th year)

LEAD

Remedi al - Federal Facility Lead

Primary contact - Bob Mirse (212) 637-4331
Secondary contact - Bob Wng (212) 637-4332
Main PRP(s) - U S Air Force

PRP Contact - M ke Sorel (518) 563-2871

WASTE

Type - Pesticides, PCBs, Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Metals

Medi um - Soi |

Oigin - Landfill (Municipal Solid waste, Sludge fromlIndustrial
Wast ewat er Treatnment Plant)

Est. quantity - 5.7 acres



